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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1325 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Democratic Caucus, I 
offer a privileged resolution and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 127 

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of 
Representatives: 

(1) COMMITTEE ON ETHICS.—Mr. Cohen. 
(2) COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERN-

MENT REFORM.—Mr. Sarbanes. 
(3) COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS.—Mr. 

Schneider. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

DISAPPROVING RULE SUBMITTED 
BY DEPARTMENT OF LABOR RE-
LATING TO DRUG TESTING OF 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
APPLICANTS 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 99, I call 
up the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 42) 
disapproving the rule submitted by the 
Department of Labor relating to drug 
testing of unemployment compensa-
tion applicants, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 99, the joint 
resolution is considered read. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 42 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to ‘‘Federal-State 
Unemployment Compensation Program; Mid-
dle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 

2012 Provision on Establishing Appropriate 
Occupations for Drug Testing of Unemploy-
ment Compensation Applicants’’ (published 
at 81 Fed. Reg. 50298 (August 1, 2016)), and 
such rule shall have no force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) and 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. NEAL) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.J. Res. 42, currently under consid-
eration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Next Wednesday, February 22, will 
mark 5 years since the Middle Class 
Tax Relief and Job Creation Act was 
signed into law. This 2012 law has made 
important reforms in the unemploy-
ment insurance system, improvements 
that were specifically designed to help 
more out-of-work Americans success-
fully return to the workforce. 

b 1330 

This included a key provision which 
overturned a 1960s-era ban by the De-
partment of Labor on drug screening 
and testing of unemployment insur-
ance applicants. 

Unemployment insurance serves 
those that have lost their jobs through 
no fault of their own. It seeks to pro-
mote swift reemployment through sev-
eral key requirements. Namely, to be 
eligible for unemployment insurance 
benefits, applicants must be able to 
work, available to work, and actively 
seeking work. So if a worker loses his 
or her job due to drug use, that worker 
is not truly able to work. In addition, 
if a worker cannot take a new job be-
cause they can’t pass a mandatory 
drug test from their employer, this 
worker is not truly available to work 
either. 

In recognition of this issue, the 2012 
Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Cre-
ation Act allowed but did not require 
States to drug screen and test certain 
unemployment applicants, specifically 
those seeking a job or an occupation 
that regularly required new employees 
to pass a drug test. I was proud to lead 
this effort in 2012 because I knew it 
would have a meaningful impact on the 
lives of many Americans struggling 
with drug use. 

The goal is simple: get the incentives 
right in unemployment insurance so 
that Americans can confront and over-
come these challenges. 

With a growing number of employers 
now requiring drug tests for new work-
ers, we wanted to empower these out- 
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of-work Americans to be ready to pass 
that drug test, take that new job, and 
get back on the path to earning their 
own success. 

My home State of Texas was one of 
the first to step up when this provision 
was established by the 2012 law. They 
even changed their own laws to get 
ready. But before this provision could 
be implemented by States, the law re-
quired the Department of Labor to 
issue a regulation defining those occu-
pations that regularly conduct drug 
testing. The intent was to match real- 
world expectations from employers. 

In a 2012 hearing of the Committee on 
Ways and Means’ Human Resources 
Subcommittee, an official from the De-
partment of Labor assured us the rule 
could be drafted quickly and according 
to congressional intent. Well, despite 
those assurances, months went by with 
no action from the Obama administra-
tion. 

During that time, the Ways and 
Means Committee held another hearing 
on this issue and even sent a letter to 
the Department of Labor in anticipa-
tion of the regulation. We urged them 
to craft the rule broadly, which was 
consistent with what we were hearing 
from businesses. 

In October of 2014, more than 2 years 
after the law was passed, the Depart-
ment issued its proposed rule. Counter 
to our recommendations, the draft rule 
was incredibly narrow. So narrow, in 
fact, that States like Texas would be 
severely limited in their ability to suc-
cessfully implement an unemployment 
insurance drug testing program. 

Again, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee made our concerns known to 
the Obama administration by submit-
ting a public comment on the draft 
rule, calling for significant revisions. 
We made clear that the proposed rule 
did not faithfully adhere to the intent 
of Congress, and these same concerns 
were also echoed in other public com-
ments from prominent stakeholders. 

Two more years went by. Meanwhile, 
Congress continued to press the admin-
istration to revise the rule so it fol-
lowed the intent of the bipartisan law. 

That brings us to August of last year, 
when, at long last, the Department of 
Labor published its final rule. And just 
like the proposed rule 2 years earlier, it 
ignored the intent of Congress. It dis-
regarded most of the comments and the 
concerns of stakeholders. Above all, 
the final rule directly undermined the 
ability of States to implement this im-
portant bipartisan reform that would 
help unemployed workers in their 
quest to find a good-paying new job. 

So on his way out of office, former 
President Obama flat out refused to 
implement the law he signed in 2012. 
Instead, he directed the Department of 
Labor to issue a regulation that effec-
tively blocks States from taking ac-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are sick of Washington not keeping its 
promises. They are sick of unaccount-
able Federal bureaucrats abusing their 

authority to undercut the will of Con-
gress and the American people. And 
this eleventh-hour regulation by the 
Obama Department of Labor is a prime 
example of just that. 

The debate we are having today is 
not about the merits of drug testing 
unemployment insurance applicants. 
That is now for the States to decide be-
cause, in 2012, Congress passed a law 
providing them—not the Federal Gov-
ernment—with the ability to do so. 

This debate is about placing a check 
and balance on blatant executive over-
reach that all but prohibits States 
from moving forward with this reform. 
More importantly, it is about ensuring 
that the will and the intent of this 
body is upheld. 

In closing, I thank the House for its 
consideration of H.J. Res. 42. I urge all 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. SMITH) be permitted to control the 
remainder of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-

er, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 

H.J. Res. 42, a measure disapproving 
the rule submitted by the Department 
of Labor regarding drug testing unem-
ployment compensation applicants. 
This legislation would overturn a De-
partment of Labor regulation which, as 
directed by the Middle Class Tax Relief 
and Job Creation Act of 2012, defines 
the occupations in which States may 
require unemployed workers to take 
drug tests as a condition of collecting 
earned unemployment benefits. Con-
sistent with the Fourth Amendment, 
which protects us against searches 
without reasonable cause, the regula-
tion limits drug testing to occupations 
where drug testing is required, like 
pipeline safety, some transportation 
operators, and jobs that require car-
rying a gun. 

Many communities are facing a ris-
ing rate of drug use, including my 
hometown of Springfield. Congress 
could and should do more to help peo-
ple struggling with addiction, but the 
legislation that we are debating today 
has nothing to do with fighting drug 
abuse. It is about allowing States to 
put one more time-consuming, 
humiliating obstacle in the way of 
Americans who work hard and were 
laid off from their jobs and need unem-
ployment insurance to pay the bills 
while they look for new jobs. As a re-
minder, in the aftermath of the reces-
sion, the unemployment rate in Amer-
ica went to 10 percent. 

There is no evidence that unem-
ployed workers have higher rates of 
drug abuse than the general popu-
lation. In fact, logic suggests that 
rates of serious drug abuse are lower. 

To be eligible to collect unemploy-
ment, a worker must have substantial, 
recent work experience. He or she must 
not have been fired for cause. And 
workers can only collect unemploy-
ment insurance if they demonstrate 
they are actively searching for work. 

Instead, it appears that some States 
may be trying to limit the number of 
workers who collect unemployment in-
surance when they are laid off as a way 
to reduce pressure on underfunded un-
employment trust funds. More than 
half of the State unemployment trust 
funds are still insolvent, years after 
the Great Recession. 

Dozens of States have changed their 
eligibility criteria for unemployment 
benefits, imposed administrative hur-
dles to filing for unemployment, or cut 
the number of weeks benefits can be re-
ceived while individuals search for a 
job. Partly because of those changes, 
only about one in four unemployed 
workers in the United States receive 
unemployment benefits, even though 
the vast majority of them worked for 
employers who paid unemployment 
payroll taxes on their wages. That is 
the lowest level of benefit receipt 
among laid-off workers since the Fed-
eral-State unemployment insurance 
program began. 

Instead, we should be here crafting 
bipartisan policies to strengthen unem-
ployment insurance protections to help 
workers who genuinely want to work 
to pay their bills while they are look-
ing for new jobs. I remind our col-
leagues to look at the worker partici-
pation rate, not encouraging States to 
create more obstacles. 

I hope that both sides of the aisle 
will vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS) control the re-
mainder of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 

Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.J. 
Res. 42 disapproving the rule submitted 
by the Department of Labor relating to 
drug testing of unemployment com-
pensation applicants. 

The goal of the 2012 bipartisan law 
signed by President Obama in February 
2012 is to reassure employers who fund 
the unemployment compensation sys-
tem that unemployment compensation 
claimants reentering the workforce are 
truly able and available for work. 

When I speak with employers in Ne-
braska’s Third District, they express a 
strong desire to hire individuals in a 
way that is beneficial for both the em-
ployer and the employee. 

According to UWC, the national asso-
ciation representing businesses in the 
areas of unemployment compensation 
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and workers’ compensation: ‘‘The regu-
lations adopted in final form not only 
severely limited the circumstances 
under which a state may conduct a 
drug test, but also unduly limited the 
types of tests that a state would be 
permitted to conduct. . . .’’ 

States, which are responsible for ad-
ministration of the unemployment 
compensation program, are also con-
cerned. 

Back in 2014, Wisconsin Governor 
Scott Walker wrote to the Secretary of 
Labor saying: ‘‘Providing States more 
flexibility in defining occupations that 
regularly conduct drug testing not 
only better serves the public interest, 
but recognizes the unique labor force 
and diversity in industry in each 
State.’’ 

In recognition of the support we have 
received from employers who fund the 
system and States which administer it, 
I include in the RECORD their letters of 
support. 

FEBRUARY 10, 2017. 
Hon. KEVIN BRADY, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BRADY: We write to you 
today in support of H.J. Res. 42, your legisla-
tion that would disapprove of the United 
States Department of Labor’s recent regula-
tion regarding states’ ability to drug test in-
dividuals who apply for unemployment in-
surance (UI). 

Congress authorized the Labor Department 
to craft a rule that would provide states the 
option to drug test unemployment insurance 
applicants. Unfortunately, the Obama Ad-
ministration drafted the rule too narrowly, 
undermining the intent of Congress and per-
mitting drug testing in too few instances. 

Drug testing UI applicants can help indi-
viduals suffering from substance abuse to ac-
cess necessary care and treatment so they 
may re-enter the workforce as healthy and 
productive members of society. We believe 
this rule should be replaced with a new rule 
that allows increased flexibility for states to 
implement UI drug testing that best fits the 
needs of each state. 

Thank you for introducing this important 
legislation and we look forward to working 
with Congress on this issue going forward. 

Sincerely, 
SCOTT WALKER, 

Governor of Wis-
consin. 

GARY R. HERBERT, 
Governor of Utah. 

GREG ABBOTT, 
Governor of Texas. 

PHIL BRYANT, 
Governor of Mis-

sissippi. 

STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Lincoln, NE, February 14, 2017. 

Re H.J. Res. 42—Drug Testing of Unemploy-
ment Compensation Recipients. 

Hon. ADRIAN SMITH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SMITH: Thank you for 
being a co-introducer of House Joint Resolu-
tion 42. The regulations which H.J. Res. 42 
seeks to disapprove greatly exceed the au-
thority granted to the U.S. Department of 
Labor under Section 2105 of the Middle Class 
Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (P.L. 
112–96). 

The U.S. Department of Labor regulations 
effectively limit the application of P.L. 112– 

96 authorized drug testing to the point that 
a state is, for all practical purposes, pre-
vented from adopting a meaningful drug 
testing program for unemployment com-
pensation claimants. These regulations are 
an exhibit of executive overreach where the 
U.S. Department of Labor effectively seeks 
to block the implementation of an Act of 
Congress. 

I thank you for your efforts to restore to 
the states their right to enact drug testing 
requirements for unemployment compensa-
tion claimants. 

Sincerely, 
PETE RICKETTS, 

Governor. 

UWC, 
Washington, DC, February 7, 2017. 

Hon. KEVIN BRADY, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. RICHARD NEAL, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and 

Means, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BRADY AND RANKING MEM-
BER NEAL: I am writing on behalf of UWC— 
Strategic Services on Unemployment and 
Workers’ Compensation (UWC) in support of 
Resolution H.J. Res 42 that would disallow 
the final regulations posted by the United 
States Department of Labor on August 5, 
2016. 

UWC is a national association representing 
business, specifically in the areas of Unem-
ployment Compensation and Workers’ Com-
pensation. UWC members include many For-
tune 500 companies as well as business asso-
ciations and small businesses impacted by 
unemployment law and policy. 

The regulations as posted in final form are 
inconsistent with the intent of Congress in 
enacting the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job 
Creation Act of 2012 and unduly restrict 
state agencies choosing to test applicants for 
the use of controlled substances. 

Drug testing is a critical requirement of 
employment in many industries and gen-
erally in determining whether a prospective 
employee will be able to perform the respon-
sibilities of work for which the individual 
has applied. The results of drug tests are also 
indications of whether an individual is able 
to work and available to work so as to be eli-
gible to be paid unemployment compensa-
tion. 

It is a federal statutory requirement of ad-
ministrative grants to states that as a condi-
tion of being paid unemployment compensa-
tion for a week or weeks an individual must 
be able to work, available to work, and ac-
tively seeking work. The additional author-
ity provided in Section 2105 of the Middle 
Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 
permitted states to test for controlled sub-
stances consistent with the able to work and 
available to work requirements that were 
also included in the act. 

The regulations adopted by the U.S. De-
partment of Labor were so narrowly drawn 
as to severely limit states from electing to 
provide for drug testing of applicants. By 
limiting the time within which a test may be 
conducted to the period between the date of 
application and the date at which the appli-
cant began to claim a week of unemploy-
ment compensation, such a test would be 
less likely to connect a positive drug test 
with a subsequent week of unemployment 
compensation that could be claimed up to 52 
weeks after the date of initial application. 

The effect of such an interpretation is to 
render a test useless for weeks claimed many 
weeks after the individual became unem-
ployed and prohibit testing for the weeks of 
unemployment compensation as they are 
claimed. 

The regulations adopted in final form not 
only severely limited the circumstances 
under which a state may conduct a drug test, 
but also unduly limited the types of tests 
that a state would be permitted to conduct, 
the claimants that could be tested, and the 
occupations with respect to which tests 
could be conducted. 

A number of states have indicated an in-
terest in enacting legislation consistent with 
federal law to permit drug testing, but the 
severe limitations imposed by the regula-
tions have frustrated administration of drug 
testing as part of the UI administrative proc-
ess. 

Employers pay the federal and state unem-
ployment taxes required to fund administra-
tion and benefits paid through the Unem-
ployment Insurance system. Drug testing of 
UI claimants should be permitted as part of 
proper administration by states to assure 
that only eligible claimants are paid and 
that unemployed workers are able and avail-
able to work to meet workforce needs of em-
ployers. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express 
our support for H.J. Res 42. 

Sincerely, 
DOUGLAS J. HOLMES, 

President. 

SECRETARIES’ INNOVATION GROUP, 
Milwaukee, WI, January 31, 2017. 

KEVIN BRADY, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BRADY: I am writing you 
on the topic of drug screening and testing of 
Unemployment Insurance claimants in my 
capacity as the Executive Director of the 
Secretaries’ Innovation Group, after con-
sultation with Texas Workforce Commission 
Executive Director Larry Temple and work-
force secretary members of SIG on a recent 
national conference call. As you know, the 
Secretaries’ Innovation Group is a network 
of state workforce and human service secre-
taries from states with Republican governors 
making up about half of the country. We 
meet to exchange state program innovations 
and opportunities and to press for national 
policies favoring work, healthy families, fed-
eralism and limited government. 

By way of background, in 2012, the bipar-
tisan Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Cre-
ation Act made a number of reforms to the 
UI program, including overturning a 1960s- 
era DOL ban on the screening or testing of 
UI applicants for illegal drugs. The 2012 pro-
vision allowed (but did not require) states to 
test UI applicants who either (1) lost their 
job due to drug use, or (2) were seeking a new 
job that generally required new employees to 
pass a drug test. However, in implementing 
this law through regulation, DOL issued an 
overly prescriptive final regulation making 
it almost impossible for most states to im-
plement the provision. 

Our SIG state secretaries who run UI, 
WIOA and welfare to work programs rou-
tinely meet with employers to seek their 
input as to what characteristics they require 
to meet their business needs. By far the most 
common stated requirements are requests 
for individuals who are reliable and can pass 
a drug test. Therefore it is highly important 
that states to have the ability and authority 
to operate drug screening and testing. It is 
also important they have the option to con-
dition UI benefits on cooperation in such 
tests and to mandate treatment, if and when 
necessary, on a case by case basis. States do 
not have the ability to operate this way 
under the current restrictive regulation pro-
mulgated by the Department of Labor. 

During the national conference call with 
SIG workforce secretaries to discuss drug 
screening and testing which took place on 
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January 24th and included TX, AL, AR, ID, 
KS, ME, MD, MS, NE, NM, NH, NV, ND, OH, 
OK, UT, WI, WY, none of the secretary par-
ticipants endorsed the DOL rule in question 
as written. 

We hope the Congress will take up this 
issue and permit states who wish to do so the 
ability to implement screening and testing 
of UI claimants with the flexibility intended 
by Congress. 

Yours truly, 
JASON TURNER, 
Executive Director. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, as Chairman BRADY highlighted ear-
lier, Members of this body have clearly 
stated their intent time and time again 
over the last few years through letters, 
hearings, public comments, and meet-
ings. Yet, the Department of Labor has 
continued to push Congress’ concerns 
to the side and legislate from the exec-
utive branch. 

Supporting this resolution means 
supporting the role of Congress to 
write laws and for them to be imple-
mented as intended. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Workers collecting unemployment 
benefits earned their benefits by work-
ing hard. Workers only receive benefits 
if they are out of work through no 
fault of their own and are actively 
searching for new jobs. 

There are considerable challenges 
facing our unemployment system. 
More than half of the State trust 
funds, including that in my home 
State, are insolvent and could only pay 
earned benefits for a short period of 
time if a recession hits. Only about one 
in four unemployed workers currently 
receives unemployment insurance ben-
efits. Some States have cut benefits, 
increasing the chance that workers 
will exhaust benefits before finding 
jobs. H.J. Res. 42 does not address these 
challenges. 

There are also real problems with 
drug use in this country and a severe 
shortage of treatment options for those 
who need them. H.J. Res. 42 does not 
address these problems either. 

Instead, we are considering a policy 
that slanders unemployed workers by 
assuming that they are drug users; 
that ignores all research showing that 
drug use is not higher among unem-
ployed workers than in the general 
population; and that violates the con-
stitutional protection against illegal 
search and seizure, a protection that 
courts have clearly said exists regard-
less of whether one receives public ben-
efits. 

The statutory provision that has re-
quired this regulation was appro-
priately limited to a very narrow group 
of workers, those for whom finding 
suitable work required a drug test. 

Counter to some GOP arguments, 
this resolution is not about helping 
those with drug problems get treat-
ment. It is about cutting benefits. 
States with drug-testing provisions do 

not pay for expensive treatment serv-
ices for those who test positive. More-
over, workers cannot receive benefits 
while in treatment because they are 
not actively seeking work. Thus, they 
lose their earned unemployment bene-
fits. 

Congress should be helping commu-
nities suffering from high unemploy-
ment, addressing persistent long-term 
unemployment, aiding workers in up-
grading their skills to get good jobs. 
Congress should be strengthening our 
unemployment insurance system to 
make sure it is ready to respond in the 
next recession. 
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We should not encourage States to 
waste resources on an unconstitution-
ally-based drug testing requirements 
for struggling unemployed workers 
who claim benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Mrs. WALORSKI). 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of H.J. Res. 42. 
This resolution is the latest effort in 
the House to undo the wave of bureau-
cratic overreach from the Obama ad-
ministration. 

Five years ago, Congress passed a bi-
partisan law that included a common-
sense provision giving the States flexi-
bility to drug test some applicants for 
unemployment insurance. 

Instead of following the law Congress 
passed and allowing—not requiring— 
States to implement the policies right 
for their citizens, the Obama adminis-
tration decided to tie States’ hands. It 
issued a regulation that left no flexi-
bility for States, the opposite of the bi-
partisan law Congress passed. 

Mr. Speaker, frankly, it is sad that 
we are even here today. This all could 
have been avoided if the Obama admin-
istration had simply followed the con-
gressional intent, but yet here we are. 

I support this resolution, and I urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
former chairman of this committee 
and, certainly, a former ranking mem-
ber on this side. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, at the 
onset of the Great Recession, our un-
employment insurance system was 
completely inadequate. Democrats 
took the lead, against increasing Re-
publican opposition, to improve the 
system and to provide unemployment 
benefits to Americans who lost their 
jobs through no fault of their own. The 
result was an emergency Federal un-
employment compensation program 
which helped more than 24 million peo-
ple. 

Research from a broad array of ex-
perts shows these Federal UI benefits, 

in combination with State-provided 
benefits, saved more than 2 million 
jobs, prevented 1.4 million home fore-
closures, and kept an estimated 5 mil-
lion Americans out of poverty. In 
short, a strong unemployment insur-
ance system helped prevent the Great 
Recession from turning into another 
Great Depression. 

Today, our unemployment insurance 
system is again inadequate and totally 
unprepared to respond to a future re-
cession; and once again, rather than 
stepping up with solutions, Repub-
licans’ answer to working people is a 
cold shoulder. Instead of responding to 
the deterioration of our unemployment 
insurance system, Republicans today 
want to shame and blame Americans 
who have lost their jobs through no 
fault of their own, while also violating 
their constitutional rights. 

Here are the real problems this legis-
lation completely ignores: 

Number one, only one out of every 
four jobless Americans now receives 
unemployment benefits, near a record 
all-time low. 

Two, eight States have cut back on 
the maximum number of weeks of ben-
efits available for unemployed workers, 
including my home State of Michigan. 

Three, the value of UI benefits has 
declined over time, with 30 States now 
having maximum UI benefits that are 
less than half of the State’s average 
weekly wage. 

Four, the triggers for the federally 
funded Extended Benefits program, EB, 
are extremely out of date, so they do 
not turn on when unemployment be-
gins to rise significantly. 

Five, our Nation’s UI system is un-
derfunded, with only 18 States’ funds 
reaching a minimum level of adequate 
solvency, according to a 2016 DOL re-
port. 

Six, the Federal UI trust funds, 
which support extended benefits during 
downturns in the economy, have a def-
icit of over $8 billion, hurt by the ma-
jority’s decision to allow part of the 
revenue stream to those funds to expire 
in 2011. 

Seven, our spending on workforce de-
velopment as a percentage of GDP is 
now only one-seventh of its 1979 peak; 
and since 2010, Republicans in Congress 
have cut workforce education programs 
by $400 million. So we are doing less to 
help the unemployed while they look 
for work and less to help them prepare 
for a new job. 

Today’s bill ignores these problems 
completely and, instead, attempts to 
demean those needing help. In discour-
aging access to unemployment bene-
fits, it reminds me of a massive prob-
lem we have uncovered in Michigan 
that involved at least 20,000—and per-
haps many more—UI claimants being 
wrongly accused of fraud and ordered 
to pay huge penalties. 

We should be focusing today on en-
suring our UI system is ready for the 
great challenge, not to mention help-
ing Americans who are seeking work 
right now. Instead, this majority has 
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brought up this misguided bill, and I 
urge all Members to oppose it. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of H.J. Res. 42, to 
eliminate the Obama administration’s 
intentionally unfaithful execution of 
our laws. 

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, the 
previous administration knew exactly 
what they were doing when they wrote 
this regulation. President Obama 
signed off on the underlying law to 
allow States to drug test certain unem-
ployment insurance recipients, then he 
worked to block its implementation. 
Today, we will vote to end President 
Obama’s obstruction. 

Instead of faithfully executing the 
law, as our Constitution demands, the 
Obama administration effectively 
blocked States from making sure hard-
working taxpayer dollars only go to de-
serving citizens. 

The Congress spoke in 2012, before I 
arrived here, but here is what hap-
pened. Congress spoke, and the Presi-
dent signed a bill into law to give 
States an option—not a mandate, an 
option—to drug test. 

I stand today to say let’s roll back 
and undo our previous President’s un-
faithful execution of the law and allow 
States like Missouri to have the free-
dom to decide for themselves. This is 
not a mandate; this is simply about 
states’ rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote in support of this joint resolution. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON), a 
tireless protector of the rights of indi-
viduals. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to voice my strong opposition 
to H.J. Res. 42. 

I think most Americans are tired of 
hearing about what President Obama 
did or didn’t do while, at the same 
time, it seems like it has been years 
since we had his stable leadership and 
we have been proceeding under the 
chaos of the current administration. It 
seems like much longer than 25 days. 

But I will tell you, the campaign is 
over. It was a long campaign. Through-
out the entire campaign, the Repub-
licans controlled both Houses of Con-
gress, House and Senate, and we had 
the President who was a Democrat. So 
the Republicans complained that they 
weren’t able to do anything and they 
needed a Republican President. 

Now they have a Republican Presi-
dent, and what have they done during 
this last 25 days in terms of a jobs bill? 
Not one, not one job created in the last 
25 days. 

If the public goes back and looks over 
the calendar of proceedings for this 
body, they will find that it has simply 
been one regulatory bill after another, 
to change a regulation that was set 
during the Obama administration. 
That is all we have been doing over the 

last 3-plus weeks is trying to reverse 
regulations—not one affirmative bill 
that establishes one job. 

So what are they doing? They are 
kind of dancing for the American peo-
ple, while the House burns, while the 
President is conducting foreign policy 
at Mar-a-Lago, in the open air, to im-
press all of his well-heeled friends that 
have paid $100,000 and now have to pay 
$200,000 to join his club, while we 
should be overseeing the operations of 
the Trump Hotel and who is paying 
millions of dollars to reserve banquet 
facilities in that taxpayer-owned loca-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JODY B. HICE of Georgia). The time of 
the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 2 
minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Those are 
the issues that the American people 
certainly would be interested in know-
ing, what is happening with their prop-
erty. 

But instead of creating a jobs bill, 
what we are dealing with here is a 
measure that would repeal a Depart-
ment of Labor rule that limits which 
unemployment compensation appli-
cants can be tested for drugs. 

Supporters of this resolution are sug-
gesting that there is a nexus between 
losing your job and being unemployed 
and illicit drug abuse. However, there 
is no evidence that suggests higher 
drug use among unemployed workers 
compared to the general population; 
though I will concede that it has been 
a time-honored tradition that when 
you lose your job, you go down to the 
local bar and drown in a glass of beer. 

But nobody is talking about dis-
abusing alcohol abuse with this legisla-
tion—no alcohol testing, just drug test-
ing. 

Why? 
It is because they want to get at a 

certain group of people who they want 
to deprive of the ability to receive the 
unemployment compensation that they 
have paid in and earned. 

It is penny-wise and pound-foolish to 
take away the financial security for 
people who have the least. That is the 
only thing they have, and you are 
going to take it away from them and 
make them pay for the drug test, too. 
It is ridiculous. 

We should be considering legislation 
that would create jobs and address eco-
nomic disparities, but instead, we are 
looking to roll back provisions that un-
dergird the financial security of the 
most vulnerable among us. I would ask 
that my colleagues oppose this H.J. 
Res. 42 and get on with the business 
that matters most to the American 
people. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOHO). 

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of H.J. Res. 42, and I thank 
Chairman SMITH for taking the lead in 
fighting for American workers with 
this commonsense piece of legislation. 

I believe there has been a misconcep-
tion about the intent of this CRA. Con-
gress is not acting because we have a 
malicious intent to punish American 
workers. We are not even trying to 
disincentivize them from participating 
in the program. 

My colleague, Mr. DAVIS, said we 
should strengthen our programs, and 
what we are attempting to do is ex-
actly that: strengthen the system that 
is intended to help unemployed Ameri-
cans and allow them to prepare to re-
enter the workforce. 

The 2012 Middle Class Tax Relief and 
Job Creation Act made commonsense 
reforms to the unemployment insur-
ance system with the goal of assisting 
Americans in returning to gainful em-
ployment. Yes, this included allowing 
States, like my own of Florida, to de-
termine whether or not they wanted to 
include drug screening and test unem-
ployment insurance applicants. And, 
yes, the law specifically stated two 
conditions: if the applicant had lost 
their job due to drug use and if they 
were seeking a new job that regularly 
required new employees to pass a drug 
test. 

Now, when the Department of Labor 
drafted the rule, they clearly went be-
yond the intent of Congress and tai-
lored it too narrowly. This will only 
hurt prospective employees in the long 
term. 

The rule covers occupations such as 
those that require the employees to 
carry firearms, flight crews, transpor-
tation, and the like. 

b 1400 
The problem here is that employers 

in occupations outside of this narrow 
scope also regularly require drug test-
ing of their employees. 

So under this rule, unemployed 
Americans who are using and looking 
for employment outside of the specific 
occupations outlined in the rule could 
potentially find employment in a dif-
ferent industry, be drug tested, and 
subsequently terminated. 

How is this helping American work-
ers? It doesn’t make sense to me, and it 
shouldn’t make sense to any of my col-
leagues either. This is a bad rule, and 
it needs to be repealed so the Depart-
ment of Labor can go back to the draw-
ing board and craft a rule that will ac-
tually strengthen the unemployment 
insurance, help the American worker, 
and ultimately strengthen the econ-
omy. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, first, let me 
thank Congressman DAVIS for yielding 
and for his tireless advocacy on behalf 
of the most vulnerable everywhere. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.J. 
Res. 42, which is really another base-
less attack on the poor, on low-income 
individuals, and on the unemployed. 
Drug testing unemployed individuals is 
downright wrong. 

Let me be clear. This resolution is 
another way for Republicans to stop 
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workers from claiming their right to 
unemployment benefits. It also is a 
scare tactic that flies in the face of 
facts. 

First, there is no evidence that peo-
ple who receive public assistance use 
drugs any more frequently than those 
in the general population. Unemploy-
ment compensation, mind you, is not 
public assistance. 

By unnecessarily drug testing jobless 
workers, we are throwing them out in 
the cold when they are simply trying 
to get back on their feet. 

Mr. Speaker, workers receive unem-
ployment benefits because they worked 
hard, they played by the rules, and 
they were laid off through no fault of 
their own. 

More importantly, working people 
have earned their right to apply for 
these benefits. They pay into the pro-
gram. Their constitutional rights 
should not be violated. 

I also know that people want to 
work. People don’t want to be on un-
employment insurance. They want to 
provide for themselves and their fami-
lies. 

Let me remind you, there is an opioid 
and heroin drug epidemic in this coun-
try, and it not only affects Democrats, 
this drug crisis is affecting Repub-
licans, Independents—everyone. Yet, 
once again, you are throwing them out 
in the cold. 

Instead of passing this appalling res-
olution—and this resolution is appall-
ing—we should be expanding job train-
ing, unemployment benefits for all, and 
provide resources for drug treatment. 
It is hard to believe that you want to 
punish people. That is what this resolu-
tion really does. It punishes people for 
working. That is really a shame and 
disgrace. 

So I strongly oppose this bill. I urge 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no,’’ and I also 
urge you to encourage people to work, 
to provide those job training resources 
and drug abuse resources for our men-
tal health centers, for our drug coun-
seling centers, and for everyone who 
needs treatment rather than drug test-
ing to keep them from getting a job. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE) who had an office next to mine for 
many years. I know she has tremen-
dous commitment, energy, and for-
titude. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman, 
and I thank the manager of this legis-
lation. But my distinguished friend, 
Mr. DAVIS, and I have worked on soci-
etal issues dealing across the gamut, 
and the respect that he holds in the 
communities across America that rec-
ognize that second chances, unemploy-
ment compensation, summer jobs, and 
a whole manner of opportunities for in-
dividuals to restore their lives is the 
right way for America to go. 

In the backdrop of an executive order 
that saw one of my constituents, a 16- 

year-old with proper papers coming in 
from Jordan, held for 50 hours at 
George Bush Intercontinental Airport, 
in defense of those employees that I re-
spect, CBP, they had no information 
how he got in, but they took this 
young man. Lo and behold, he wound 
up in Chicago because he didn’t speak 
English, and that was the only bed 
they have. 

Why am I mentioning this? I am 
mentioning this because sometimes 
government gets it wrong. They get it 
wrong. This disapproval is wrong. 

What did happen was right, because 
what happened was that this rule 
didn’t just pop up in the administra-
tion, meaning the Obama administra-
tion. It came about through a com-
promise—an intelligent compromise— 
dealing with middle class tax relief and 
job creation. Because at that time, 
there were people who randomly want-
ed to drug test, but wise individuals 
said this, they said that you could 
allow drug tests if you had lost your 
job or you are a drug user, so we want 
to get you right; therefore, you could 
be tested. 

Some people agree to disagree, but 
that is reasonable. Or that the job that 
you were looking for or had a job that 
required the kind of criteria and the 
kind of skills that drug use would im-
pair or impact, that makes sense. 

But now you are talking about some-
one at the lowest ebb of life, losing jobs 
through no fault of their own, giving 
States that may be sensitive to human 
needs or reckless the ability to ran-
domly test people because they lost 
their jobs, because they have been de-
feated. 

Well, I know it is too late, but maybe 
we should amend for Congresspersons, 
Senators, and Governors who get 
unelected. They lost a job; didn’t they? 
It doesn’t make sense. 

I rushed to the floor. We are in the 
Judiciary Committee addressing the 
question of how we are going to utilize 
the oversight plan, whether we want to 
investigate and fix for the American 
people this horrible scenario of the 
Russian involvement in the elections 
and the connection to the present ad-
ministration. 

We want to fix things, but what you 
are doing here is that you are casting a 
bad light on people who are in need. I 
just want to say States have the abil-
ity to administer drug testing, and this 
change would needlessly shift employer 
costs to the States. State unemploy-
ment programs already penalize job-re-
lated drug use. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WEBSTER of Florida). The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the gentlewoman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Twenty States also explicitly deny 
benefits for any job loss connected with 
drug use or a failed drug test. In addi-
tion, six States—Arizona, Arkansas, 

Indiana, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
and Wisconsin—passed legislation 
equating a failed or refused preemploy-
ment drug screen for refusing suitable 
work. We are already condemning ev-
erybody. Other States have other pro-
grams. This is not one that falls under 
the 10th Amendment. 

But the specialist drug testing of 
government-benefit recipients likely 
violates the Fourth Amendment, and it 
is cruel and inhuman treatment. 

I ask my colleagues to reject this 
cruel and inhuman treatment of indi-
viduals who, through no fault of their 
own, are unemployed or they may be 
poor or they may be needing public as-
sistance. Let America’s humanity 
shine. Vote ‘‘no’’ on the bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to hopefully draw some at-
tention to the fact that we have a prob-
lem on our hands. We have a problem 
with the Federal Government going too 
far, and we have a problem with the 
State governments coming to us as pol-
icymakers at the Federal level wanting 
to help their own constituents, their 
own citizens in need. Right now the 
Federal Government stands in the way. 

It is time for us as policymakers 
hopefully to act in a responsible fash-
ion to assist States in their need and 
their desire to help their own citizens. 
States are better at that than is the 
Federal Government, and I hope that 
we can empower the States to help 
their own constituents. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, as I prepare to close, let me 
just, first of all, thank the more than 
40 organizations who have sent letters 
in opposition to this legislation, espe-
cially the African Methodist Episcopal 
Church, the African American Min-
isters in Action, National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple, and many others. They have sent 
letters because they have a will to 
help, not a will to hurt. They have a 
will to assist. They know that the indi-
viduals we are talking about have lost 
their jobs, their opportunity to work, 
and their connection, in many in-
stances, with humanity. 

I would urge that we do everything in 
our power to help them find their way 
back and not hurt them. Therefore, I 
would urge all of my colleagues to op-
pose this legislation and vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, since the law was en-
acted some 5 years ago, Members of 
this body have clearly stated their in-
tent time and time again through let-
ters, hearings, public comments, and 
meetings, and yet the previous Depart-
ment of Labor continued to push Con-
gress’ concerns to the side and legislate 
from the executive branch. 

Again, supporting this resolution 
means supporting the role of Congress 
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to write laws and for the laws to be im-
plemented as intended. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.J. 
Res. 42, disapproving of the Depart-
ment of Labor’s regulation of the drug 
testing on unemployment insurance 
applicants. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the previous 
question is ordered on the joint resolu-
tion. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

b 1415 

DISAPPROVING RULE SUBMITTED 
BY DEPARTMENT OF LABOR RE-
LATING TO SAVINGS ARRANGE-
MENTS BY STATES FOR NON- 
GOVERNMENTAL EMPLOYEES 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 116, I call up the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 66) dis-
approving the rule submitted by the 
Department of Labor relating to sav-
ings arrangements established by 
States for non-governmental employ-
ees, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 116, the joint 
resolution is considered read. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 66 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to ‘‘Savings Arrange-
ments Established by States for Non-Govern-
mental Employees’’ (published at 81 Fed. 
Reg. 59464 (August 30, 2016)), and such rule 
shall have no force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Ms. 
FOXX) and the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. BONAMICI) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from North Carolina. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in strong 
support of H.J. Res. 66. 

The Obama administration spent a 
lot of time and taxpayer dollars em-
phasizing the need to protect retire-
ment savers, but as was often the case 
with the previous administration, their 
rhetoric rarely matched their actions. 

For example, the Obama Department 
of Labor spent years advancing a 
flawed rule that will limit access to af-
fordable retirement advice for low- and 
middle-income families. Despite re-
peated calls for a more responsible ap-
proach, the Department pushed for-
ward with an extreme, partisan rule. 
Then, late last year, the Department 
finalized two additional rules that will 
also negatively impact the retirement 
security of workers. The administra-
tion crafted a regulatory loophole that 
allows States to establish government- 
run IRAs by circumventing protections 
workers and employers have enjoyed 
for decades. 

As was usually the case, the actions 
of the previous administration hurt the 
very people it claimed to be helping. 
First, this loophole would lead to fewer 
protections for retirement savers. 
Working families will have less infor-
mation about how their retirement 
plans are managed, and they will have 
fewer options if those plans are not 
managed well. They will also have less 
control over the money they worked so 
hard to put away. 

We need to honor hardworking tax-
payers, Mr. Speaker, who save for their 
retirement and not have the Federal 
Government do things to harm them. 

The loophole also threatens to inflict 
significant harm on small business em-
ployees. It is already hard enough for 
many small businesses to provide their 
employees with retirement options, 
and this regulation only makes it less 
likely they will do so. In fact, many 
small businesses could actually be dis-
couraged from offering 401(k)s or other 
private sector options. Others could 
cancel their retirement plans and dump 
their employees into government-run 
retirement plans. 

Finally, the Obama administration’s 
regulatory action puts taxpayers at 
risk. We already know that many gov-
ernment-run pension plans for public 
employees are woefully underfunded. 
Let me repeat that, Mr. Speaker. We 
already know that many government- 
run pension plans for public employees 
are woefully underfunded. If govern-
ment-run IRAs for private sector work-
ers are mismanaged, does anyone seri-
ously believe hardworking taxpayers 
won’t be asked to foot the bill? 

These may be unintended con-
sequences, but they will be detrimental 
to workers, retirees, and small business 
all the same. Too many hardworking 
men and women struggle to plan for 
the future and retire with financial se-
curity and peace of mind. The resolu-
tion under consideration today will 
close a loophole that threatens that se-
curity and peace of mind. 

To be clear, these resolutions will 
not prevent States and cities from pro-
viding workers and retirees with new, 

innovative retirement options. These 
resolutions will simply ensure that all 
workers and retirees enjoy the same 
protections that have been guaranteed 
for decades. 

I want to thank Representatives 
WALBERG and ROONEY for leading this 
effort and working to protect the re-
tirement security of hardworking men 
and women across the country. I urge 
my colleagues to support both resolu-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.J. Res. 66. 

Working families in my home State 
of Oregon and across the country de-
serve the opportunity to retire with se-
curity and dignity. Unfortunately, that 
is not a reality for far too many Ameri-
cans who face a growing retirement se-
curity crisis. In fact, nearly 40 million 
private sector workers, including an es-
timated 1 million in Oregon, do not 
have access to retirement savings plans 
at their jobs. 

The AARP and others have noted 
that people who do not save for retire-
ment risk becoming dependent on so-
cial safety net programs that increase 
costs for taxpayers. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has not 
stepped up to address our country’s re-
tirement security crisis, so several 
States, including my home State of Or-
egon, have developed and implemented 
innovative solutions that will help 
workers save for retirement. 

Oregon’s program is set to launch in 
just 5 months. Workers who do not 
have access to a retirement plan 
through their employer will have ac-
cess to a plan facilitated by the State. 
It is not mandatory—workers can opt 
out—and there is minimal paperwork 
for employees. Oregon’s plan is port-
able, so workers can keep their retire-
ment savings when they change jobs. 

Consider Oregonian Penny 
Wicklander, who has worked hard but 
hasn’t had access to a good retirement 
plan. Penny managed an apartment 
complex for low-income seniors, and 
she saw the hardships that residents 
faced without retirement security. 
Some lived on $10 in the last 10 days of 
the month. She said, in support of Or-
egon’s plan: 

No one wants to retire into poverty and 
rely on public services, but it’s hard to plan 
for the future when there are so many other 
financial challenges facing our families. We 
need a simple retirement account that 
makes it easy for everyone to save part of 
what they earn, regardless of where they 
work. 

Bobbie Sotin, a home care worker 
who cares for seniors and people with 
disabilities doesn’t have access to a re-
tirement savings plan through her em-
ployer. Bobbie said: 

Working with seniors in poverty, many 
care providers see their own future every 
day. Once they reach retirement age, they 
have to make the decision to live in poverty 
or keep working until they die. Even if it 
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